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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1, 3, 10 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Edmisten. 

Re: claim 1, Edmisten shows a protective lug cap assembly, in figure 18, for 
protection of an individual lug of a friction brake disc 86, wherein said disc has a 
periphery, and said disc has a plurality of circumferentially spaced slots 88, separating a 
plurality of circumferentially spaced lugs, wherein said slots are separated by a distance 
and disposed for engagement by a spline of a torque device, each of said arcuate slots 
having two generally radially extending wall portions 90, 91, wherein said wall portions 
have a top, a bottom 89, and opposing sides, and a bottom surface extending between 
and interconnecting said wall portion bottoms, as in the present invention, comprising: a 
lug cap 85 having a lug cap face 100, wherein said lug cap covers only one of said slot 
wall portions and extends circumferentially away from said slot on said slot wall top and 
said slot wall opposing sides, covering a portion of the lug as shown, and wherein said 
lug cap face is a portion of the lug cap which covers said slot wall portion; a load 
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bearing fastening device, 105, operative to fasten the lug cap to the individual lug, such 
that said lug cap does not contact said slot wall portion. 
Re: claim 3, Edmisten shows the outer periphery. 

Re: claims 10 and 12, the discussion for the rejection of claims 1 and 3 meet the 
claimed limitations of claims 10 and 12. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Guichard in view of Crossman et al. and further in view of Edmisten. 

Re: claims 1 and 9, Guichard shows a protective lug cap assembly for protection 
of an individual lug of a friction brake disc 1, wherein said disc has a periphery, and said 
disc has a plurality of circumferentially spaced slots 3, separating a plurality of 
circumferentially spaced lugs, wherein said slots are separated by a distance and 
disposed for engagement by a spline of a torque device, each of said arcuate slots 
having two generally radially extending wall portions, wherein said wall portions have a 
top, a bottom, and opposing sides, and a bottom surface extending between and 
interconnecting said wall portion bottoms, as in the present invention, comprising: a lug 
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cap 2 having a lug cap face 9, wherein said lug cap covers one of said slot wall portions 
and extends circumferentially away from said slot on said slot wall top and said slot wall 
opposing sides, covering the lug, and wherein said lug cap face is a portion of the lug 
cap which covers said slot wall portion; a load bearing fastening device, rivets not 
numbered, operative to fasten the lug cap to the individual lug. Guichard is silent of the 
location of the lug cap in relation to said slot wall portion. Guichard's cap also covers 
the entire lug and two slot wall portions as shown. Crossman et al. teach the concept of 
having the torque from the spline transferred to the brake disc through the rivets and not 
the slot wall portion in column 1, lines 1-30, in order to increase the life of the brake disc 
and avoiding high stress area. Edmisten teaches the concept of having an individual 
cap covering only one slot wall portion and a portion of the lug in order to increase 
flexibility to fit a variety of brake discs having different sizes of lugs. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
modified Guichard's cap to cover only one slot wall portion as taught by Edmisten and 
to locate the cap so that the torque would be transferred via rivets instead of the slot 
wall portion as taught by Crossman in order to increase the life of the brake disc and to 
increase flexibility to fit a variety of brake discs having different sizes of lugs as taught 
by Edmisten. 

Re: claims 2 and 8, these are considered to be engineering design choices. 

Re: claim 3, Guichard shows the out periphery. 

Re: claim 4, Crossman shows the inner periphery in figure 13. 
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Re: claims 5-7, these materials are considered to be well known materials to be 
used in aircraft brakes for their excellent ability to withstand high temperatures and 
thermal shocks. 

Re: claims 10-29, Guichard shows the structure of the cap and the lug as 
claimed. Crossman teaches the concept of transferring torque via rivets and not the slot 
wall portion as claimed. Edmisten further teaches the concept of having one cap 
covering one slot wall portion as claimed. The discussion above states the reasons and 
motivations for one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the three references. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's amendments to the claims filed 1 1/15/06 have overcome the 1 12 
rejections. 

6. Applicants arguments filed 1 1/15/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

• Applicant argues that the 102 rejection based on Edmisten is improper in that the 
lug cap face 100 of Edmisten contacts the front wall 90. It is believed that the 
cited passages are taken out of context. Figure 18 clearly shows the lug face 
100 being separated from the front wall 90 by the bracket 105. Column 6, lines 
30-32 state, "to first assemble the U-shaped bracket or retainer 105 and the cap 
clip 85 as depicted by FIG. 19". From this passage and the depictions of figures 
16-19, one can see clearly that the cap face 100 is NOT contacting the front wall 
90 but is separated from the front wall by the bracket 105. 
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• Applicant also argues that the 103 rejection based on Guichard in view of 
Crossman et al. and further in view of Edmisten is improper in that neither 
Crossman nor Edmisten teaches the cap face not contacting the slot wall portion 
as claimed. Guichard provides that structure of the lug cap including a cap face 
as claimed. Crossman is relied upon for the teaching of mounting the lug cap so 
that the torque from the spline is transferred to the rivets and not the slot wall 
portion. As taught by Crossman, one of ordinary skill would have mounted the 
lug cap of Guichard so that the torque from the spline is transferred to the rivets 
and not the slot wall portion, which would result in the lug face being not 
contacting the slot wall portion. Edmisten is relied upon for the teaching of 
having a lug cap for each slot wall portion as shown in figure 18 of Edmisten. 
One of ordinary skill in the art would have modified Guichard's lug cap to 
comprise two individual lug caps wherein each modified lug cap would comprise 
one lug cap face covering one slot wall portion as taught by Edmisten. As stated 
in the reasons for combining above, Edmisten is no longer being relied upon for 
the teaching of the lug cap face being not contacting the slot wall portion in this 
103 rejection. Crossman is relied upon for the teaching of mounting the lug cap 
so that the torque from the spline is transferred to the rivets and not the slot wall 
portion. As taught by Crossman, one of ordinary skill would have mounted the 
lug cap of Guichard so that the torque from the spline is transferred to the rivets 
and not the slot wall portion, which would result in the lug face being not 
contacting the slot wall portion. Crossman is not being relied upon to modify the 
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structure of the lug cap of Guichard into two individual lug caps. Hence 
Applicant's argument of Crossman teaching away from modifying the lug cap of 
Guichard into two individual lug caps does not apply to this 103 rejection. 
• For these reasons, the rejections are still deemed proper and are maintained 
above. 

Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lan Nguyen whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7121. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 7:30am to 
4:00pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert Siconolfi can be reached on (571) 272-7124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Lan Nguyen 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3683 




